Introducción. El principal objetivo de este estudio es comprobar si los diferentes perfiles laborales de los profesores universitarios (docente, investigador y gestor) se relacionan con la experiencia de bienestar en el trabajo (burnout, engagement y satisfacción intrínseca).
Introduction
Although traditionally, university teaching has been treated as a low stress occupation (Fisher, 1994; Hogan, Carlson, & Dua, 2002; Winefield, 2000) , things have changed in the last few decades. Nowadays, there are more and more university faculty members holding an insecure post and have a greater workload and, consequently, more research works about job stress and health among university faculty members have been conducted (Winefield, Gillespie, Dua, Hapuarachchi & Boyd, 2003) and also it is important to consider the major changes now underway in European universities (Arco, Fernández, López, & Heilborn, 2004; González, 2006) . Moreover, we must take into account the important role played by this collective in our society, as Johnsrud (2008) stated, university faculty members, through their work, transform individual lives and improve the quality of life of the entire society, so it seems important to study this collective as well as to know any antecedent that can affect to their well-being.
Thus, this article provide an important practical contribution, since not only shows a better understanding of the work carried out by university faculty members, but also it shows how their well-being changes depending on their work pattern. Additionally, this article also makes a great theoretical contribution by testing that burnout consists of four dimensions instead of three.
Generally speaking, university faculty members spend their working hours performing different kinds of tasks which may be summarized as a triple work profile made up of teaching, research, and management tasks. And these three tasks have been already taking into account for several authors (e.g., Buela-Casal & Sierra, 2007; Cifre, Llorens, Salanova, & Martínez, 2003; Currie, 1996; Morrison, 1996; Vera, Martín del Río, & Solanes, 2005) . Previous research has examined the potential (im)balance among the tasks carried out by university faculty members. For example, León and Gozalo (1999) stated that there is no balance between university faculty teaching and research functions because more importance is attached to the role of researcher, while the importance of teaching tasks is played down.
Profesorado universitario y su bienestar laboral: la importancia del triple perfil laboral Currie (1996) claimed that the most frustrating task for university faculty members is to have to deal with institutional demands that affect their teaching and research tasks. He showed that university faculty members were losing their autonomy by spending too much time on administrative tasks. Along the same lines, a study by Court (1994) showed how university faculty members dedicated one third of their time to administrative tasks. Morrison (1996) also claimed that the pressure of teaching and management tasks were sapping the energy that university faculty members had previously applied to research tasks.
According to Chalmers (1998) , university faculty members often feel frustrated because they have no time for research. This author also discussed how these members would like to have more time for research and fewer teaching hours, as well as a smaller number of administrative tasks. She finally concluded that university faculty members have increasingly more bureaucratic-administrative duties as a result of the need to obtain economic resources for research, congresses, academic exchanges, and so on. It seems that these professionals' work is no longer what it was before as it has become more submissive work with more restrictive conditions and involves working "against the clock" (Caramés, 2003) .
According to Taris, Schreurs and Van Iersel-Van Silfhout (2001) , research and teaching tasks entail temporary demands that cause tension, which in turn causes emotional exhaustion. Guerrero and Vicente (1999) also pointed out the obligation to make teaching and research tasks compatible as a source of strain, and even of burnout. They claimed that this happens not only because the time dedicated to one's tasks has negative influences on being able to dedicate oneself to other tasks, but also because research work evaluation is more important than teaching work evaluation. Moreover, university faculty members are becoming increasingly involved in managerial tasks that are also a source of role conflict (Moriana & Herruzo, 2004) . In addition, Lackritz (2004) concluded that feelings of burnout are more strongly related with teaching tasks than with those involved in research.
Nonetheless, university faculty members do not have only negative experiences in their work, it also provides them with positive experiences, such as engagement, which is defined as a "positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption" (Schaufeli et al., 2002, p. 72) . Engagement refers to a persistent and pervasive affective-cognitive state which does not focus on any particular object, event, individual, or behavior. Vigor is characterized by high levels of energy and mental resilience while working, the willingness to invest effort in one's work, and persistence also in the face of difficulties. Dedication, on the other hand, refers to a sense of significance, enthusiasm, inspiration, pride, and challenge. The third dimension of engagement, absorption, suggests being fully concentrated and happily engrossed in one's work, whereby time passes quickly and one has difficulties with detaching oneself from work.
Finally, an important topic that it is relevant to well-being is job satisfaction.
Oshagbemi (1997, 1999) studied the relationship between the triple work profile and job satisfaction in university faculty members. He asked university faculty about tasks that contribute to job satisfaction and found they scored high in teaching and research tasks, whereas they scored low in management tasks.
In view of these results, it may be that university faculty members with more management tasks experience more job stress (i.e., burnout), while those with more research tasks experience more work-related well-being (i.e., work engagement and intrinsic motivation). Moreover, this study stated that university faculty members with more teaching and research tasks are the ones who are more satisfied. With regard to university faculty members' stress, we must first consider a chronic type of stress that is referred to as job burnout. This is a syndrome with three separate dimensions: emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and lack of professional efficacy (Maslach, 1982) . According to Maslach (1993) , the first refers to feelings of being emotionally overextended and depleted of one's emotional resources. The second, depersonalization, refers to a negative, cynical or excessively detached response to other people, which often includes loss of idealism. Third, lack of professional efficacy suggests a decline in feelings of competence and productivity at work.
Although these three dimensions are widely accepted, diverse empirical studies have questioned this structure composed of emotional exhaustion, depersonalization and lack of professional efficacy. On the one hand, exhaustion and cynicism constitute the "core of burnout" and leave lack of professional efficacy to one side (Browers & Tomic, 2000; Green, Walkey, & Taylor, 1991; Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, & Bakker, 2002; Xanthopoulou et al., 2007) . On the other hand, rather than being a dimension of burnout, lack of professional efficacy is more one of its causes. Burnout could take place due to a "crisis of self-efficacy" (Bandura, 2001; Cherniss, 1993; . Lack of professional efficacy is an independent component of the other two components of burnout, as pointed out in the Social Cognitive Theory by Bandura (1986) , which closely relates to what this author denominates "efficacy beliefs" (Salanova, Martínez, & Lorente, 2005) .
Finally, past research confirmed a four-dimensioned structure of burnout which includes emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, cynicism, and lack of professional efficacy . According to these authors, it is necessary to differentiate between depersonalization and cynicism because the definition of burnout has extended to workers who are not in direct contact with recipients of the service being rendered. And depersonalization necessarily implies other people. Therefore its meaning cannot lie outside social relations. However, cynicism can appear without any social relation. Thus, understood both dimensions as indicators of a "mental distance" toward work (cynicism) and toward fellow workers and the people for whom one works, i.e., clients, students, patients, etc. (depersonalization). We believe that this differentiation is necessary for university faculty members, as they may experience cynicism toward their work as teachers, researchers and managers, but can also suffer depersonalization toward students, coworkers or service staff.
Hypothesis 4: Burnout among our sample of university faculty members will include four dimensions: emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, cynicism, and lack professional efficacy.
Thus, the current study has three objectives. Firstly, and although most university faculty members perform teaching, research and management tasks, not all of them dedicate the same amount of time to each of these tasks. Our first objective, then, is to test whether different work profiles exist among university faculty members, taking into account the percentage of time that they dedicate to teaching, research and management.
Secondly, and once we know how many work profiles there are, we shall go on to test whether different work profiles of university faculty members relate with the experience of well-being at work (i.e., burnout, work engagement, and intrinsic job satisfaction).
Thirdly, we will also test the four-factor structure of job burnout (i.e., emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, cynicism, and lack of professional efficacy).
Method

Participants
The sample comprised 170 university faculty members of a Spanish university, which represents 18% of the total number of faculty members of this university (N = 955). Basically, Spanish university faculty may be divided into two large groups:
state employees (tenured lecturers and university professors) and contract faculty (collaborating staff, part-time lecturers, etc.). In our sample population, we studied 102 contract faculty (60%) and 68 state employees (40%), 102 of whom were men (60%) and 68 were women (40%), the mean age was 39 years old (SD = 8.5), 127 were married or living with a partner (74%), and 43 were single or divorced (26%). A total of 87 had children (51%) and 83 did not (49%). The level of academic qualification of the sample Profesorado universitario y su bienestar laboral: la importancia del triple perfil laboral that is, the first period graduates undertake before obtaining their PhD (22%), 23 had a degree which involves long-cycle studies (13%) and 3 had completed a diploma course involving short-cycle studies (2%). As for work experience, 73 had 5 years' experience (43%), 49 had between 6 and 10 years (29%), 19 had between 11 and 15 years (12%), 14 had between 16 and 20 years (8%), while 13 had more than 20 years' experience (8%).
Indeed most of the university faculty members in our sample said they had a triple work profile; specifically, only 6% of the sample had no teaching tasks, 11% had no research tasks, and finally only 16% had no management tasks. The mean amount of time spent on teaching was 50% (SD = 22.6), researching 32% (SD = 21.3) and management 18% (SD = 17.1).
Instruments
Burnout. Emotional exhaustion, cynicism, and lack of professional efficacy were measured with the Spanish version (Schaufeli et al., 2002) of the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI) General Survey (Schaufeli, Leiter, Maslach, & Jackson, 1996 . All the items were scored on a seven-point frequency scale (0 = never, 6 = always). In order to obtain all the dimensions of burnout with the same sign, we reversed the scores of the professional efficacy items to obtain professional inefficacy. The Cronbach reliabilities for the scales were .85 for emotional exhaustion, .78 for cynicism, .47 for depersonalization, and .73 for lack of professional efficacy.
Work engagement was measured with the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (Schaufeli et al., 2002) . Six items measured vigor (e.g., "At work, I feel bursting with energy"), five items measured dedication (e.g., "My job inspires me") and five items measured absorption (e.g., "When I'm working, I forget everything around me"). All the items were scored on a seven-point frequency scale (0 = never, 6 = always). The
Cronbach reliabilities for the scales were .80, .92, and .75 respectively.
Job satisfaction was measured with the S20/23 Job Satisfaction Questionnaire (Meliá & Peiró, 1989) . More specifically, we focused on the fourth factor of this scale,
i.e. intrinsic satisfaction, which was measured by four items (e.g., "The opportunities that your job offers you to do the things you like"). All the items were scored on a seven-point frequency scale, (1 = highly dissatisfied, 7 = highly satisfied). The Cronbach reliability for the total scale was .92 and the Cronbach reliabilities for the dimensions range from .76 to .89. We focused on this factor and not on the others because we are interested in studying the satisfaction that work itself gives, that is, the opportunities that your job offers you to do what you really like.
Procedure
All university faculty members received an envelope through the university's internal mail service. This envelope contained a presentation letter, a document which they had to complete with their personal data, and a questionnaire. Both the personal data document and the questionnaire ensured confidentiality because we did not ask them for any self-identifying information. All the documents were written in Spanish.
Data Analyses
Firstly, we performed descriptive analyses, correlations and internal consistencies for each scale. Secondly, in order to establish the different work profiles, that is, to test Hypothesis 1, confirmatory K-means cluster analyses were performed and twocluster, three-cluster and four-cluster solutions were analyzed. Thirdly, once the groups had been established, we carried out ANOVA analyses in order to test Hypothesis 2 and Hypothesis 3. Finally, confirmatory factor analyses (CFA), as implemented by AMOS (Arbuckle, 1997) were used to confirm Hypothesis 4. The goodness-of-fit of the models was evaluated using absolute and relative indexes. The four absolute goodness-of-fit indexes that were calculated were: (1) the χ 2 goodness-of-fit statistic; (2) the Goodnessof-Fit Index (GFI); (3) the Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index (AGFI); and (4) the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA). Additionally, we computed three relaProfesorado universitario y su bienestar laboral: la importancia del triple perfil laboral (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1986 ). Values below .06 for the RMSEA are indicative of an acceptable fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999) , whereas for the IFI a cut-off value close to .90 suggests a good fit (Hoyle, 1995) . As a rule of thumb for the remaining fit indexes (TLI, CFI), values greater than .95 are considered to indicate an adequate model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999) .
Results
Descriptive Analyses
Descriptive analyses, correlations and internal consistencies were performed for each scale. Table 1 shows the means, standard deviations and intercorrelations of the eight dimensions. As Table 1 illustrates, although all the correlations were not significant, all their items correlated significantly in the predicted direction. The same table presents the scores of the internal consistencies (Cronbach's alpha) for all the dimensions and all scores met the .70 criterion (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994) . In all cases, except for absorption, the alpha values in our sample are higher than those obtained on the respective scale. Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001; Cronbach's alpha of the scales are on the diagonal.
Testing the hypotheses
A K-means cluster analysis was performed to test Hypothesis 1 and two-cluster, three-cluster and four-cluster solutions were analyzed. The four-cluster solution provided a better interpretation because the solution fitted the university faculty members'
jobs. Moreover, all three tasks in the four-cluster solution were predominant in one cluster, i.e., each task uses up more than 50% of the time available. Table 2 shows the Kmeans cluster analysis, and we can see the number of university faculty members per cluster and the percentage of time dedicated to each task in each cluster. Three clusters corresponded to the triple work profile. Furthermore, one cluster shared teaching and research tasks equally. Regarding the characteristics of each cluster, we have tested whether there are differences between the university faculty members that make up each cluster with respect to sociodemographic variables. And there are only significant differences in the level of education (F(3, 166) = 9.16, p < 0.001), type of job contract (F(3, 166) = 9.31, p < 0.001), and work tenure (F(3, 166) = 3.29, p < 0.05). In this way, PhD university faculty members belong mainly to the research cluster, the cluster that has a greater number of contract employees is the teaching cluster, and finally those university faculty members with more years at the university belong mainly to the management cluster. Moreover, in order to test Hypotheses 2 and 3, ANOVA analyses were carried out to determine whether differences in burnout, engagement and intrinsic satisfaction in university faculty members are dependent on the work patterns. Membership to a particular cluster only produced significant differences in absorption (F(3, 166) = 2.81, p < .05, η2 = .048) and intrinsic satisfaction (F(3, 166) = 3.29, p < .05, η2 = .056). However, in Table 3 we can see the means of the eight dimensions in each cluster. Figure 1 also presents the differences in burnout, engagement and satisfaction in the four clusters. This figure clearly shows how the research cluster offers the lowest value in burnout and the highest value in engagement and intrinsic satisfaction. In contrast, the management cluster presents the highest value in burnout, and the lowest in engagement and intrinsic satisfaction. Therefore, and although there are only significant differences in absorption and intrinsic satisfaction, the trend of the averages in the other variables are in line with Hypotheses 2 and 3. Figure 1 . Burnout, engagement, and intrinsic satisfaction among the four clusters Finally, in order to test Hypothesis 4, CFA were used to confirm the four dimensions of burnout. We compared two alternative models: a three-factor model (M1), which assumed the traditional three dimensions of burnout, and a four-factor model (M2), which assumed four dimensions of burnout. As seen in Table 4 , M 2 (four dimensions) fits better than M 1 (three dimensions).
On the basis of the modification indexes, the fit of the four-factor model can be improved by allowing one pair of errors to correlate from the emotional exhaustion dimension, one pair of errors to correlate from the cynicism dimension, and three pairs of errors to correlate from the professional efficacy dimension, as seen in model M 2r (see Figure 2 ). Finally, we can confirm Hypothesis 4 because the four-dimension model consisting of emotional exhaustion, cynicism, depersonalization, and lack of professional efficacy (M 2 ) fits better than a model made up of the three traditional dimensions, in which there are no differences between depersonalization and cynicism (M 1 ). Note: 2 = Chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; 2 /df = ratio Chi-square / degrees of freedom; GFI = Goodness-of-Fit Index; AGFI = Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; IFI = Incremental Fit Index. All the 2 differences between the models were statistically significant at ***p < .001. M1 = Three-factor model; M2 = Four-factor model; M2r = Revised four-factor model.
Discussion
This study had three objectives. Firstly, although most university faculty members perform teaching, research and management tasks, not all of them dedicate the same amount of time to all these tasks. Our first objective was therefore to test whether different work profiles exist among university faculty members, taking into account the percentage of time that they dedicate to each of their three tasks (i.e., teaching, research and management). Secondly, and once we know how many work profiles there are, our aim is to test whether different work profiles of university faculty members relate with the experience of well-being at work (i.e., burnout, work engagement and intrinsic job satisfaction). And thirdly, we sought to confirm the four-factor structure of burnout (i.e., emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, cynicism, and lack of professional efficacy).
Thus, first, we have demonstrated that, in fact, although the triple work profile applies to most of our sample of university faculty members, the distribution of the three tasks within this profile is not equal in all them. Consequently, different work patterns were found to exist and were tested by a K-means cluster analysis. As already mentioned, we tested the two-cluster, three-cluster and four-cluster solutions. We also tested these solutions, and no others, because our initial aim was to confirm that there were three clusters that correspond to the triple work profile (i.e., teaching, research and management). Thus, in order to cover more possibilities, we tested two more solutions with one more cluster and one less cluster. For us, clusters make sense if there is a task in each of them that takes up more than 50% of the time spent. The four-cluster solution offers a better interpretation because this solution fits the university faculty members' job better.
Second, we tested whether these different work profiles of university faculty members are related with the experience of well-being at work (i.e., burnout, work engagement and intrinsic job satisfaction). Although differences were only significant for the absorption and intrinsic satisfaction dimensions, Figure 1 shows that there were differences and that these differences (i.e., percentage differences) are in line with what we expected in Hypotheses 2 and 3, i.e., those university faculty members whose management tasks dominate their work pattern present the highest values in burnout and the lowest in engagement and intrinsic satisfaction. In contrast, university faculty members whose research tasks dominate their work pattern present the lowest scores for burnout and the highest for engagement and intrinsic satisfaction. This also agrees with what other authors such as Caramés (2003) or Currie (1996) have postulated. Moreover, it is in line with Gozalo and León (1999) , who stated that university faculty members may feel more satisfied with their work when they spend more time on research tasks, partly because the role of researcher is of great importance nowadays. Conversely, Winefield et al. (2003) proposed that stress in university faculty members has increased because they have to conduct higher quality research in order to obtain more external resources for the university. We also agree with Oshagbemi (1997) when he said that a research task is, in addition to a source of satisfaction, a cause of dissatisfaction among university faculty members, not because of the task per se, but because of the individual's inability to allocate enough time to research. Finally, we confirmed a four-dimensional structure of burnout in our sample, composed of emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, cynicism, and lack of professional efficacy. We firmly believe that the differentiation between depersonalization and cynicism is necessary for university faculty members since they may experience cynicism toward their work as teachers, researchers and managers, but might also experience depersonalization toward students, coworkers or service staff. Moreover, the four dimensions mentioned above have already been confirmed by in two samples made up of 483 secondary-school teachers and 474 blue-collar workers.
Regarding the theoretical and practical implications, we agree with Johnsrud (2008) when she states that university faculty members are important because of the work they do, since they transform individual lives and improve the quality of life of the entire society, and hence the importance of studying this population. And we also agree with Guerrero and Vicente (1999) when they stated that it is necessary to conduct studies about university faculty members' work. According to these authors, it is important to study the multiple roles of this particular group and the discrepancies between excessive demands and the limited personal, material and institutional resources available.
However, this study is not without its limitations. The first one is the crosssectional nature of the study, although the first two objectives of the studies are essentially exploratory. In this study we described that there are different working patterns and that such patterns have different levels of well-being. Of course it is necessary to confirm these four work patterns at other universities, whether Spanish or international, and to analyze the well-being in each work pattern in other samples. Second, observations were based solely on self-reports, which might have inflated the relationships among the variables. Harman's single-factor test (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003) was therefore conducted, the results showing that one single factor could not account for the variance in the data (Delta  2 (3) = 81.97 p < .001). So, common method bias is not a major drawback in this study. The third limitation is perhaps related to the sample size, since only a small percentage (18%) of university faculty members completed the scale. Moreover, we used a convenient sample and then included all the university faculty members so that they all had the chance to respond to the scale. This method is possibly not the most effective in terms of sample collection and we could have used another type of sampling. Furthermore, the ANOVA showed that the work pattern produces significant differences in intrinsic satisfaction and absorption, but the size of the effects that were measured (η 2 = .056; η 2 = .048) is low. This may be due to the relatively large sample size for the ANOVAs. Although not all the ANOVA values are significant, we can see clearly in Table 3 and Figure 1 that the optimal values for the university faculty members are in the cluster dominated by research tasks.
Regarding future research, we believe it is important to continue checking wheth-
er it makes sense to analyze the four dimensions of burnout in different samples. In addition, it is important to perform cluster analyses in other universities by analyzing the work situation in which there are other national and international faculty members.
Final Note
This study shows not only the reality of the triple work profile among most of the university faculty members in our sample, but also how the distribution of this triple job profile is not equal among all the faculty members, since there are four types of work patterns depending on the task which takes up the greatest amount of time. And most importantly, these members' absorption and intrinsic satisfaction depend on the work pattern. In addition, this study has confirmed that among university faculty it makes sense to talk about the four dimensions of burnout by differentiating between depersonalization and cynicism.
